-James Thurber
It is difficult to describe the extent of my pleasure both in being here today and in having the honor of serving as your president this year. This occasion is particularly meaningful to me since I follow in the footsteps of two of my professors in this forum, Sandra S. Batie and Oral Capps, Jr., who have had a great deal of influence on my professional development.
The 1984 meetings of the Southern Agricultural Economics Association (SAEA) in Nashville, Tennessee, marked my first exposure to the meetings of this Association. One of my more vivid memories of that occasion was a dinner at the Opryland Hotel where Joseph Havlicek, Jr., enlightened us with his comments on the state of this Association and its future prospects, along with an in-depth reminiscence of the Association's history.
There are other reasons why I remember the 1984 meetings well, and I would like to share with you two "firsts" I experienced at those meetings. I made my first professional presentation before an audience of agricultural EduardoSegarrais a professor of agricultural and applied economics in the Department of Agriculturaland Applied Economics, TexasTech University,andin the TexasAgriculturalExperimentStation-Lubbock, Texas A&M University.
The commentsof EmmettW. Elam,R. TerryErvin, Don E. Ethridge,W. Kary Mathis, SukantK. Misra, and especially Thomas R. (Dick) Owens on earlier draftsof this manuscriptare greatly appreciated. This is Pub. No. T-1-467 of the College of AgriculturalSciences and NaturalResources,TexasTech University. economists, and it was an enjoyable experience (i.e., the audience at the selected paper session was easy, maybe too easy, on me). The second "first," while also memorable, was less enjoyable. I got my right hand jammed in a car door, the right front door to be exact, which was closed on my hand by a very good friend and fellow graduate student at Virginia Tech. The kicker to this second "first" was that when the right front door closed on my hand, it locked-and the only unlocked door was the right rear door that I was using to get out of the car! There I crouched, in a situation both ludicrous and painful, like a fly on a pin, half in and half out of the car while one of my companions rushed to find the driver who held the only set of keys.
When I found out that I would be addressing this forum, I spent a considerable amount of time reviewing possible topics. As some of you know, I have been inclined to focus my research and teaching on the enhancement of farm-level decision making in an environment characterized by change. It is change, the most constant theme of the latter half of the 20th century, which influences our activities and our environment with a dynamic dimension as never experienced in any previous epoch. This orientation, given the many issues currently surrounding agricultural-related teaching, research, extension, and outreach activities, made it natural for me to start thinking of a topic along the same lines which might be of broad interest to the Association. Issues related to possible challenges and opportunities seated in this environment of change and facing our profession in general, and the southern portion of the United States in particular, came to mind.
I selected my topic, however, only after some background work and discussions with a number of you as to the relevance of SAEA'S current activities. Only then did I finally decide that it would be appropriate for me to address the current state and future directions of SAEA. SAEA'S 25th anniversary in 1993 passed apparently unnoticed, although Oral Capps mentioned that it was impending in his 1992 presidential address. This yew, 1998, marks SAEA'S 30th anniversaryy; given this milestone and the quickly approaching end of this century, it occurred to me that a topic labeled "Current State and Future Directions of SAEA" might be of interest to you.
What is the relevance of anniversaries anyway? Anniversaries represent a point in time where we can look forward, pause and look back to see where we have come from, figure out where we are, and possibly make decisions about where we want to go. This occasion presented what I felt was a unique opportunity to conduct a survey of the charter members and other members of the Association and to elicit their views and opinions as to the relevance and possible future directions of SAEA and its activities. In this address, I focus first on the evolution of SAEA, then report on the results of the membership survey conducted in the summer of 1997 as to the justification for the continuing existence of SAEA and the relevance of its activities. The closing section explores possible future directions and roles of the Association.
Evolution of SAEA

Pre-SAEA Formation
By far, the best source of abridged information on the beginnings of SAEA is Havlicek's 1984 presidential address. The foundation for the establishment of SAEA and other southern associations currently affiliated with the Southern Association of Agricultural Scientists was laid in 1899 with the formation of the Cotton States Association of Commissioners of Agriculture. The main purpose of this organization was to study and evaluate cotton production and related issues of importance to southern states.
Taylor and Taylor note that during the 1880s, the rapid adoption of technological advances in agriculture led to significant increases in agricultural production. Conversely, the deflation of the currency and depression in the industrial sector that took place in the early 1890s led to sharp reductions in the price of agricultural commodities, which in turn had a devastating impact on incomes in the agricultural sector. This situation prompted farmers, through the National Farmers' Alliance and Industrial Union, to promote government intervention in agriculture. In 1893, Senator J. Z. George appointed two committees, one of which was "charged especially with the duty of investigating the condition of the agricultural industry of the country as it concerns cotton and other vegetable fibers" (Taylor and Taylor, p. 19 
Post-SAEA Formation
Significant sources of information on the history of SAEA since its establishment in 1968 include Havlicek's presidential address, which marked the 16th anniversaryy, and Penn's and Harris' invited addresses, both marking SAEA'S 21st anniversary. These three sources not only provide keen insight and information on the evolution of SAEA, but also pay tribute to several of the individuals who played key roles in the formation and strengthening of its activities.
The record shows that the purposes and objectives of SAEA have not changed since its inception. Article II of the constitution states:
The purposes and objectives of the Southern Agricultural Economics Association shall be to foster the study and understandingof ag- Vol. 19, No. 1, pp. 155-59), where it was reported that revisions were made in 1982, 1986, and 1987 . However, I believe revisions were also made in 1974, when the makeup of the executive board of the Association was reconfigured starting in 1975 (i.e., the vice-president position was split into two positions, first and second vice-presidents).
The records on membership numbers are sketchy during the 1970s, but indications are that between the 1970s and early 1980s, total SAEA membership almost doubled. Havlicek, Penn, and Harris base their comments on many factors. I identify several of the most significant factors here: (a) SAEA activities that are sensitive in addressing issues of importance to the South in a timely manner, especially through the invited paper sessions at the annual meetings and the organized symposia which were adopted in 1984; (b) the selected paper sessions which provide members an effective vehicle for the exchange of ideas and for professional interaction; and (c) the Journal's applied focus, with its sensitivity to the needs of its members and its continuing effort to become and remain a credible and respected publication in the agricultural economics profession. Also, Broder points out that SAEA has become more sensitive to the needs of teaching-related activities, particularly since the late 1980s.
Other factors contributing to the strengthening of SAEA'S stature are numerous, including: the establishment of the SAEA awards program in 1987, a response to the need to recognize the professional contributions of its members (Conner suggested its creation in 1985) ; the enactment of professional poster sessions and the poster session award at the 1990 meetings; publication of the outstanding graduate student paper in the Journal beginning in 1991; the renaming of the Southern Journal of Agricultural Economics as the Journal of Agricultural and Applied Economics in 1993, a response to the need to broaden the scope of the journal; the establishment of the SAEA Undergraduate Student Section in 1995 (Havlicek suggested its establishment in 1984) ; the sponsorship of the Journal of Agricultural Economics Issues in 1995, a response to the need for an issue-based applied economics analysis publication to foster increased communication with traditional and nontraditional audiences; the adoption of an executive summary-based paper selection for presentation at the meetings in 1997, a response to the membership's desire to proceed in this manner; and the encouragement of Southern Region research groups' participation in the meetings. It is interesting to note that the renaming of the Journal coincided with the 25th anniversary of SAEA. Thus, it took SAEA 25 years to broaden the scope of its flagship publication, while it took AAEA twice as long to do the same! It should be pointed out that the Journal of Agricultural Economics Issues initially proposed by SAEA (more specifically by Angeles Pagoulatos and David L. Debertin) came to be the "new" Z?eview of Agricultural Economics which is jointly sponsored by AAEA, SAEA, WAEA, and NAREA.
The central activities of the Association since its inception have been the annual meetings, the Journal, and the newsletter. These SAEA activities, especially the Journal and the meetings, appear to have served the membership well as vehicles for communication enhancement among agricultural economists in the South and with those in other regions as well. The evolution of SAEA activities would seem to reflect the ever-increasing diversity of interests and talents of agricultural economists that Breimyer, Conner, Harris, Libby, and Penn have identified. As Penn asserts, "Institutions that thrive over time are those that adapt successfully, that effectively continue to meet the needs of the membership" (p. 59). The question is not necessarily whether SAEA has been sensitive in adapting to change-because I believe that it has. The relevant question might be: Is the speed at which SAEA has adapted over time been fast enough? A related question might be: Is SAEA currently sensitive to the membership's desires and sufficiently dynamic to accommodate new issues of interest to the membership? These were some of the questions I had in mind when I set out to conduct the survey discussed below.
The Formation and Relevance of SAEA
My task, as I conceived it, was to obtain input from SAEA charter members which would be valuable to the current and future membership of the Association. Realistically speaking, given that SAEA was founded 30 years ago, an increasing number of charter members will cease to be professionally active within a few years-making it increasingly difficult to obtain their views, experiences, and insights. Concurrently, I wanted to elicit from other members their thoughts on the relevance of SAEA'S activities and their perceptions of the Association's future direction.
Two surveys were developed in the summer of 1997 to elicit views and opinions from SAEA'S charter members and other members on the formation of SAEA and the relevance of its activities. The surveys were identical, except for one additional question asked of charter members about the formation of SAEA. Before proceeding to the particulars of the survey questions and their results, I clarify here that I claim sole responsibility for their entire contents. At the same time, however, I wish to acknowledge the contributions of Harold E Breimyer, Don E. Ethridge, R. J. Hildreth, Ronald Knutson, Kary Mathis, and Sukant K. Misra in the development stage of the surveys. Overall, 80 charter members were cross-referenced.
The addresses of 49 additional charter members were found using two AAEA telephone directories. The initial mailing consisted of 580 surveys: 129 to charter members and 451 to other SAEA members. A list of the names of all charter members was enclosed in the materials sent to charter members, with a request that they provide addresses for those charter members who could not otherwise be located. This request generated 58 additional charter members' addresses. Thus the total mailing consisted of 638 surveys-l 87 to charter members and 451 to other SAEA members.
Overall response to the survey was good, with 281 usable responses (a 4490 overall response rate). Twelve surveys were returned blank or indicated no interest in responding, and approximately 40 surveys (many of them sent to charter members) were returned indicating an incorrect address. The composition of the usable surveys was as follows: charter members, 76 (40% response rate); and other members, 205 (4570 response rate). Of the 205 responses from other members, one was from an undergraduate student, six from graduate students, 25 from assistant professors, 47 from associate professors, 91 from full professors, eight from individuals working for industry, 17 from persons working for government agencies, and 10 from "other" sources. Of the 281 total respondents (but excluding the one undergraduate student), 221 indicated they had an M.S. degree in agricultural economics. Without including students, 239 of those surveyed indicated they had a Ph.D. degree in agricultural economics (approximately 90% of charter members, assistant professors, associate professors, and full professors; and 70% of the individuals working for industry, government agencies, or other).
Because students were asked to answer a more limited set of questions, student responses were eliminated from the analysis that follows. Additionally, the low response rate from both undergraduate and graduate students posed a reliability problem for the responses from these groups. Responses were placed into three groups to keep survey responses manageable: (a) charter members; (b) professors-which included assistant, associate, and full professors; and (c) otherswhich included those working for industry, government agencies, and other. Responses also were grouped using a three-point Likert scale, where 1 = agree, 2 = somewhat agree, and 3 = disagree. The survey results raised many issues that could be considered in detail; however, my comments here are limited to those issues which in my view are the most significant.
Formation of SAEA
One survey question was asked only of charter members. This question dealt with their perception of several possible reasons as to why SAEA was formed. Appendix table Al presents the general opening statement for this survey question and lists the average responses by charter members to the specific survey statements related to the question. From the list of statements identifying reasons leading to the formation of SAEA, statement (a), "SAEA was formed to foster increased interaction among southern agricultural economists," received the most agreement among all of the reasons listed. The second highest rated statement was (b), '' SAEA was needed to increase the number of publication outlets. " The third highest rated statement was (d),
"SAEA was needed to enhance the understanding of agricultural economics issues in the South. " Notice that the three lowest ratings pertaining to the reasons for the formation of SAEA were received for the following survey statements: (e) to enhance teaching competence, (h) to enhance relations with agricultural industry, and (g) to enhance extension competence (in that order).
It is clear from these responses that the formation of SAEA came about due to the charter members' perceived need to increase and enhance personal communication among agricultural economists in the South through the meetings, and in writing through the .lournal. It is aIso clear that teaching, relations with the agricultural industry, and extension were not an important incentive. The mean response associated with statement (a), "to foster increased interaction among southern agricultural economists," had the lowest variance across responses, while the mean response associated with statement (i), "to enhance relationships between agricultural economists and government agencies," had the highest variance. That is, the response on the formation of SAEA to foster increased interaction among southern agricultural economists ranked highest among all responses and also had the lowest degree of variability among respondents.
Impacts of SAEA Meetings on Professional
Development
Appendix table A2 presents the general opening statement for the survey question focusing on the impacts the SAEA meetings have had on the professional development of respondents, the average responses to the specific survey statements by each of the three respondent groups, and the overall average response. Statement (e), "the SAEA meetings have been a good vehicle to share my research experiences and findings," was rated highest and also had the lowest overall variance across all respondents. The mean response to this statement by industry, government agency, and other respondents was statistically different from those responses from both charter members and professors, which were not statistically different. The second and third highest ranked statements in table A2 were (c) and (a), respectively. These two statements dealt with the impact that the SAEA meetings have had on the ability to establish professional relationships with other agricultural economists, and the feeling that professional interaction at the SAEA meetings has had a significant impact on the professional development of respondents. Given the responses and last-place ranking of statement (i), it is evident that respondents felt the SAEA meetings have not been any more valuable than the AAEA meetings in their professional advancement. The low rankings of statements (d), (j), and (b) indicate that the SAEA meetings have not been a valuable vehicle for sharing teaching experiences, strengthening multidisciplinary programs, or for redirecting professional interests. The responses of charter members across all statements were not statistically different from those of professors.
Impacts of the JAAE (SJAE) on Professional
Development
Appendix table A3 presents the general opening statement for the survey question about the impacts the Journal has had on the professional development of respondents, the average responses to the individual survey statements by each of the three survey groups, and the overall average response. This table shows that statement (i), "the Journal was given appropriate weight by my employer(s) in my professional advancement, " rated highest among all respondents. The mean response to this statement by industry, government agency, and other respondents was statistically dif-ferent from those responses from both charter members and professors, which were not statistically different. This was also the case for the second highest overall rated statement, (d), "the Journal has been a good vehicle to share my research program findings." The response to the third highest rated statement, (f), implies that the .lozmzal has been more valuable in the professional advancement of professors than it has been for industry, government agency, and other, and that for charter members it has not been significantly different from either professors or other respondents.
The low-ranked responses to statements (c), (e), (j), and (b) raise several issues: the Journal has not been a good vehicle for the SAEA membership to share their teaching experiences, to share their extension program findings, to strengthen multidisciplinary activities, or to redirect their professional interests.
Responses to statement (c), which placed last in the statement rankings, also had the lowest level of variance. That is, the lowest level of variability of opinion concerning the impact of the Journal was with respect to the .loz.wnal not being a good vehicle for the SAEA membership to share teaching experiences and views. Like the ratings of the statements related to the impact of SAEA meetings on professional development (table A2) , charter members' responses on the importance of the Journal in their professional development are not statistically different from those of professors.
Relevance of SAEA Activities
The question of the relevance of SAEA-sponsored activities is addressed in appendix table A4. The table presents the general opening statement, the average responses to the individual survey statements by each of the three respondent groups, and the overall average response. The results show that statements (b) and (c), "SAEA activities are a good vehicle for the professional advancement of graduate students, " and "of faculty members, " respectively, ranked highest and had the lowest and the second lowest variance across responses.
The responses and rankings associated with statements (f), (h), and (e) indicate respondents felt that the breadth of the SAEA awards program has been effective in recognizing contributions of SAEA members, that SAEA activities have been effective in addressing issues important to the South, and that SAEA activities are a good vehicle for professional advancement of agricultural economists working in government agencies. Conversely, given the responses and low rankings of statements (d) and (g), it appears that SAEA activities have not been an effective vehicle for the professional advancement of agricultural economists working in industry, and that the SAEA awards program has not been effective in recognizing the multidisciplinary contributions of SAEA members. This latter rating had the highest level of variance across all respondents. Again, responses from charter members across all statements were not statistically different from those of professors.
Positioning of SAEA in the Future
Finally, appendix table A5 presents the summary results for the general opening statement on the future positioning of SAEA-sponsored activities. Statements (d), (h), (c), and (j) received the highest rankings. That is, respondents felt strongly about making special efforts to include extension-related sessions at the meetings, about broadening of SAEA activities to attract agricultural industry professional workers, and about making special efforts to include teaching-related sessions at the meetings, and respondents agree that SAEA'S sponsorship of the Review of Agricultural Economics was a good step toward broadening the scope of the Association. It is important to point out that of all the survey responses to statements by the three respondent groups in tables A2-A5, the top two statements with the highest ratings (i.e., the most agreement) were statements (d) and (h) in table A5: "SAEA should make special efforts to include extension-related sessions at the meetings, " and "SAEA activities should be broadened to attract agricultural industry professional workers. " Respondents did not feel as strongly about the establishment of a grantsmanship award, an increased emphasis by the JAAE on southern issues, the establishment of a professional mentorship award, an increased emphasis on southern issues at SAEA meetings, or the establishment of a student mentorship award. It is important to note, however, that although the response to the statement about increased JAAE emphasis on southern issues ranked low, the variance among respondents was the highest and its mean was statistically different between professors, and charter members and others. Furthermore, this was the only statement in the survey for which the responses from charter members and professors were statistically different. That is, charter members and others feel more strongly about increasing the emphasis on southern issues in JAAE than do professors. With respect to statements associated with the enactment of new SAEA awards, statements (k) through (p) in table A5 indicate that the enactment of a Ph.D. dissertation and/or an M.S. thesis award is seen more favorably than the enactment of any of the other types of awards listed.
The Future of the Profession and Other Issues
There were four open-ended questions included in the survey: (a) What changes will the profession of agricultural economics need to make in the next 30 years? (b) How can SAEA serve the profession in making these changes? (c) How can we enhance the attractiveness of the SAEA meetings to increase participation/ attendance? and (d) Are there any other issues that you would like to address? Response to these questions was good, but varied among respondents from no response at all, to a few sentences, to several pages. Well over 450 statements were volunteered (consisting of 14 single-spaced pages, using a 10-point font!, and including a few statements which were significantly shortened). These responses provided considerable insight on attitudes toward SAEA and needed improvements. Because I felt it would be a good idea to make these available in their entirety to the membership, they will be posted on my web page and on the Journal's web site (http: //www.agecon. uga.edu/-jaae/j aae.htm). However, if you would like to have a hard copy of these, please contact me. Presented in appendix B is a small sample of selected responses from the more than 450 volunteer statements received. There are some common threads among the responses: (a) there is too much disciplinary focus in the profession-we need to go back to our problemsolving roots; (b) we need to broaden the profession's base beyond traditional areas to enhance relevance; (c) SAEA activities need to be more balanced among teaching, research, and extension activities, and more industry participation should be encouraged; (d) SAEA should continue to provide fora for the enhancement of communication among agricultural economists; (e) the time of the year and locations at which the SAEA meetings have been held are not optimal; and (f) the format of the SAEA meetings needs to be reconfigured and broadened, emphasizing invited papers, prominent speakers, workshops, and organized symposia.
Future Directions and Final Thoughts
Using Harris' terms, I believe that during the maturing stage, SAEA'S activities have gone forward, and that the Association is now approaching the consolidating stage. This suggests that we must seriously consider speeding up the reconfiguration of some SAEA activities to meet the opportunities and challenges that lie ahead. Changes taking place in agriculture will continue to have impacts on teaching, research, and extension programs, not only in agricultural economics, but in other agricultural sciences as well. These changes include funding of teaching, research, and extension programs, elimination of farm programs and associated structural changes in production agriculture, changes in consumer preferences, increased industrialization of agriculture, increased environmental protection, evolution of information and production technologies, and market globalization. In an environment of constant and critical change, what role can or should the SAEA play?
The survey results reported here suggest that the SAEA was created because agricultural economists in the South wanted to increase and enhance communication, both personal-through the meetings, and in writingthrough the Journal. Based on the survey responses, the evidence indicates that the Association meetings have provided an effective arena for members to share disciplintu-y and subject-matter research findings, and to establish professional relationships. Further, member respondents believe interaction at the SAEA meetings has significantly impacted their professional development. The Journal is recognized as being of valuable assistance to professional development and is acknowledged as an effective vehicle for sharing research findings. It is noteworthy that these positive findings emerged despite the fact that we are sometimes perceived as being too discipline oriented and that many members feel the SAEA can do better.
Disciplinary Issues
The Journal and the meetings appear to have been quite relevant and valuable in addressing the disciplinary and subject-matter research aspects of the members' agendas, and they also are perceived as having improved and facilitated the understanding of agricultural economics issues in the South. The survey respondents' message pertaining to SAEA'S lack of sensitivity to the teaching, extension, and outreach efforts of members is, however, very clear. I propose the following steps for consideration. With respect to papers submitted for publication in the Journal, I believe that the contents of the Journal cannot and should not be micro-managed by the executive board.
That is, we must continue to provide the editors and associate editors of the Journal with the ability and means to manage and make publication decisions based solely on their discretion and that of the Journal reviewers as to what should or should not be published in the Journal.
The survey suggestions for changes in the meetings format seem to show that there is a need to seriously consider both extension and teaching/agricultural industry outreach-related invited paper sessions at the meetings.
Historically, the meetings' program format has included three invited paper sessions-one per day. I propose to make room for four invited paper sessions in the future, and for all of them to take place in the first two days of the meetings. How do we accomplish this? I have reviewed several of the meetings' programs from recent years, and have come to the conclusion that we can move as follows (I should point out that Chung L. Huang, Lucas D. Parsch, and others have influenced my thinking on this issue). First, we need to adopt a 15-minute selected paper presentation format. Then, leaving the quiz bowl competition and the graduate fair as they are currently scheduled, the meetings' program could be restructured to allow for: (a) increased prominence of the poster session in the program, (b) four invited paper sessions-and improved timing of these in the program, (c) up to 171 selected papers, and (d) up to 10 organized symposia sessions. The selected paper and organized symposia sessions could be reconfigured to fit the number of submissions in any particular year, but this provides a general guideline and an upper bound of presentations at the meetings (i.e., all invited paper sessions, the poster session, and approximately 60?10of the selected papers and 40% of the organized symposia in the first two days; and approximately 40% of the selected papers and 60% of the organized symposia on the third day). l%o of the invited paper sessions could be dedicated to extension and teaching/agricultural industry outreach-related activities, but if no submissions are received, the sessions could be allocated to other invited paper submissions. The question at this point is: How do we generate interest in these two dedicated invited paper sessions?
The extension-related invited paper session is where the contributions of President Duff y and Past-President Reinschmiedt as to the need to reconfigure the executive board are pertinent. Somehow, either formally or informally (but preferably formally), we need to have extension representation on the executive board to assure that the views of extension ag-ricultural economists are internalized in the operation of SAEA activities. Extension representatives on the executive board could, in addition, provide input and leadership in the generation of interest for the extension-related invited paper session. Also, I propose the merging of the SAEA Undergraduate Student Section into a general SAEA Student Section, including both undergraduate and graduate students. The teaching/agricultural industry outreach-related invited paper session could provide a focus for this Student Section, and its scope could be broadened to: (a) provide input, through student advisors (who should also be considered for representation on the executive board); (b) include activities to attract agricultural industry professional workers; and (c) explore regional educational activities such as internship opportunities, undergraduate and graduate distance learning opportunities, teaching improvement workshops, etc.
I offer three final points on disciplinary issues. First, I would like to suggest the establishment of an SAEA M.S. thesis award. As reported by the survey findings, the enactment of both Ph.D. dissertation and M.S. thesis awards is seen more favorably than the enactment of any other awards. Other regional associations promote M.S. thesis awards. I have first-hand knowledge of some excellent Southern Region M.S. theses that have gone unnoticed at the national level, and I do not see why we should not recognize our own M.S. students with this type of award. Second, although I am unacquainted with possible economic and editorial feasibility problems, I suggest that we have not used the newsletter to its full potential. The newsletter could and should be used by the members of the Association to surface issues of broad relevance to the SAEA or to air controversial issues of relevance to particular constituencies within the SAEA. This could also be accomplished through a cheaper and perhaps more feasible alternative, the creation of a "chat-room" located at the Association's web site. Finally, we must seriously consider taking the Journal "electronic" in its entirety. We could "burn" a CD yearly containing a single volume of the Journal. This is unavoidable; the economics and heightened visibility of this approach are a reality, and postponing it would put us that far behind the times. We should continue posting on the Journal's web site the abstracts of articles published in the Journal, or might even consider posting slightly longer ' 'executive summaries" containing more detailed information.
Cross-Disciplinary Issues
The current issues surrounding agriculture and their expected future evolution--from the funding of research, education, and extension programs to the internalization of socially driven factors in the economic decision-making process at all levels and the increased role of state-level decision making induced by federal decentralization-cry out for attention. I believe there needs to be an increased emphasis on "regional coordination" among states and across disciplines of agricultural-related teaching, research, and extension activities. This suggests that breaking away from SAAS would send the wrong message in that it would confirm to many outside agricultural economics that we are indeed too discipline oriented.
There are many excellent examples of the contributions that agricultural economists have made and can make to multidisciplinary, interdisciplinary, and transdisciplinary applied research, teaching, and extension efforts. The survey results indicate, however, that the SAEA membership perceives that the Association's activities have not been an effective vehicle to foster communication on these types of activities. Unfortunately, the stimulation of these types of activities, and their inclusion in the meetings' program or in the .lournal's pages cannot be mandated. Rather, these activities individually and collectively need to be actively encouraged by all of us.
Increased coordination of teaching, research, and extension activities across both state boundaries and disciplines will become the norm, rather than the exception, as we move on and enter the 21st century. These cross-disciplinary efforts can be expected to contribute effectively toward the enhancement not only of our own discipline, but also of other participants' disciplinaryy programs, Furthermore, increased ex ante (rather than ex post) and proactive (rather than reactive) programs and activities appear to be a necessity for the future. SAEA'S activities can have a positive impact on the fostering of these types of activities, and in the exchange of communication needed to enhance them. The breadth and diversity of the SAAS meetings are a valuable asset to the membership and must be used to our advantage. If we think such concerns are challenging within agricultural economics, just speak to anyone in any of the agricultural biological sciences to discover their struggles on both the justification and accountability of their programs. There is no need here for David Letterman's top 10 reasons on why agricultural economists should individually and collectively get involved in these types of cross-disciplinary activities. The number one reason is: We are it! No one else in the agricultural arena is as well prepared as we are to contribute toward the enhancement of cross-disciplinary teaching, research, and extension activities in agriculture. My own cross-disciplinary research experience tells me that unconditional cooperation, open communication, mutual trust, and respect are keys to the success of these types of efforts.
The future is uncertain, indefinite, undefined, "seen through a glass dimly, " if at all. However, there are two things about which I am quite certain. First (hoping that I do not spoil it for him), if Cal Ripken, Jr., plays opening day this upcoming baseball season, he will be playing at least 162 games! Second, in order to assure the future viability of SAEA, coasting is not an option. There is a continuing need to work actively toward the enhancement of the relevance of our profession and our organization if we intend to live up to SAEA'S purposes and objectives set forth by the charter members. .
